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sections of the Factors Act, 1889, and the Sale of Goods
Act (1893) which should be referred to.
A conditional agreement to buy, followed by a loan of
the article to the person who has conditionally agreed to
buy, enables that person to pass a good title under
section 25, subsection (2) of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (y),
but a person who obtains goods " on sale or return " is
not in possession within the meaning of the section (z).
The words " consent of seller " were considered in Calm
v. Pockett's, etc. Steam Packet Co. (a), where one, Pintscher,
having agreed to buy from Steinmann & Co. 10 tons of
copper c.i.f., on receipt of the bill of lading and draft, did
not accept the draft, being insolvent, but transferred the
bill of lading to the plaintiffs to whom he had sold a
similar amount of copper, and received the price from
them. Steinmann & Co., hearing of Pintscher's insolv-
ency stopped the copper in transitu and the plaintiffs then
sued the shipowners for non-delivery of the copper. It
was held that Pintscher had obtained the bill of lading
with the consent of the seller, Steinmann & Co., and could
pass a valid title thereto to the plaintiffs (&).
It is necessary now to consider the following sections
of the Factors Act, 1889, and Sale of Goods Act, 1893, by
reason of two recent and important cases.
Section 2, subsection (i) of the Factors Act provides :—
" Where a mercantile agent is, with the consent of the
owner, in possession of goods or of the documents of title
to goods, any sale, pledge, or other disposition of the
goods, made by him when acting in the ordinary course
of business of a mercantile agent, shall, subject to the
provisions of this Act, be as valid as if he were expressly
authorised by the owner of the goods to make the same ;
provided that the person taking under the disposition acts
(y) 17 Halsbury's Statutes 626 ; post, p. 339 and see Marten v.
Whale, [1917] 2 K.B. 480 ; 39 Digest 364, 51.
(z) Edwards (Percy), Ltd. v. Vaughan (1910), 26 T.L.R. 545 ; 39
Digest 507, 7257.
 (a)	[1899] 1 Q.B. 643;   39 Digest 519, 7352.
 (b)	And see Oppenheimer v. Frazer <&• Wyatt,  [1907]  2  K.B. 50 ;
1 Digest 335, 495', Mehta v. Sutton (1913), 109 L.T. 529; 1 Digest 333, 482.

